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 UK:
 ------------------------------------------------------------

 _Internet 'grooming' legislation faces delays_

 2nd October 2001

 Home Office minister Beverley Hughes admitted on
 Monday that new laws designed to protect children
 from Internet paedophiles will be delayed.

 Laws proposed to prevent children from being
 contacted by Internet paedophiles are likely to be
 shifted down the legislative timetable.

 Speaking at the Internet Watch Foundation (IWF)
 fringe meeting at the Labour Party conference in
 Brighton on Monday, Beverley Hughes, the Home
 Office minister and chair of the Internet
 Taskforce on Child Protection, implied that new
 "grooming" laws could be delayed by an urgency to
 update terrorist laws as quickly as possible.

 The grooming law would introduce a new criminal
 offence relating to using the Internet to arrange
 a meeting with a child.  It is still in its
 preliminary stage, but should be on the statute
 books within the next Parliamentary session.

 The initial consultation period for the proposals
 closed on 28 September, and they will be discussed
 at the next Internet taskforce meeting on 23
 October.

 The Home Office could not be contacted for further
 comment at the time of going to press.

 -----------------------------------------------------------------



 UK:
 -----------------------------------------------------------------

 _'Brass Eye' programme did not breach guidelines_

 9th October 2001

 The television comedy *Brass Eye* that satirised
 talk-show confessions of child abuse did not
 breach rules on taste and decency, regulators rule.

 Six viewers had complained about the sketch, which
 parodied a confessional show presenter talking to
 a child in his studio audience about her
 experience of child abuse.

 But the Independent Television Commission (ITC)
 rule that the sketch, which was originally
 screened in 1997 and repeated in July this year,
 did not contravene rules on taste, decency or the
 involvement of children on television.

 The repeat went out a week before the *Brass Eye*
 programme on the subject of paedophilia, which
 provoked a record number of complaints and has
 been censured by the ITC.

 In this latest adjudication, released yesterday,
 the regulators decided that the *Brass Eye*
 creator, Chris Morris, parodied the presenter in
 such a way that viewers would "readily recognise
 the type of show host that is the target of his
 satire".  They noted that the actress who played
 the girl was an adult much older than the 12 years
 she was playing.

 *Brass Eye*'s paedophile spoof sparked more than
 1,200 complaints to regulators, a further 3,000 to
 Channel 4 and the condemnation of Beverley Hughes,
 a Home Office minister - who was later forced to
 admit that she had not seen the programme she was
 condemning.

 -----------------------------------------------------------------




 USA:
 -----------------------------------------------------------------

 24th September 2001

 _Wisconsin case challenges stings_

 - Attorney claims Internet trap is unconstitutional

 The state task force that uses agents posing as
 children to entrap suspected pedophiles faces a
 showdown in the Wisconsin Supreme Court over
 constitutional issues raised by its methods.

 The state Supreme Court recently allowed the
 appeal of an Internet sting case involving an
 arrest in Outagamie County to bypass the state
 appeals court.  It is one of two similar cases
 before the court and one of eight such cases
 appealed from the circuit court level.

 In the appeals, defense attorneys have argued
 there is inconsistency in state laws regarding
 sexual assault and enticement.

 "The statutes are written in such a way that it
 has to be a child who is enticed," said Craig
 Albee, a Milwaukee attorney who represents Brian
 Robins, 48, who was arrested in February 2000 at a
 Little Chute restaurant.

 Police say Robins showed up there to meet what he
 thought was a teen-age boy after officers made
 contact with Robins in an Internet chat room.

 Robins was charged with attempted child
 enticement.  He has not been convicted.

 "In none of these cases is there a child," Albee
 said.

 "When the law was enacted we didn't have personal
 computers.  It was designed around the notion of
 luring a child into a vehicle with a candy cane,"
 Albee said.

 For example, if an adult has sex with a minor, a
 belief on the part of the adult that the minor was
 over 17 is not a defense.  The actual age of the
 victim is the determining factor.

 Then, Albee argues, the same should hold true in
 the attempted-enticement cases.  A false
 perception that the victim was underage would not
 be relevant.  Only the actual age of the victim,
 in this case an adult agent, should determine if a
 crime took place, he said.

 If one of the appeals succeeds, it could
 jeopardize what has been a successful
 crime-fighting tool.

 The Supreme Court is expected to issue a ruling on
 the Robins case next spring.

 In the event the court finds in favor of Robins,
 the state Legislature could step in and bend the
 existing laws to allow Internet stings operations
 to continue, although existing convictions could
 be overturned.

 -----------------------------------------------------------------




 USA:
 -----------------------------------------------------------------

 1st October 2001

 _Porn issues to feature in Supreme Court session_

 WASHINGTON -- The Supreme Court, keeping to
 business as usual, opens its new term this week.
 The court will be grappling with many existing
 laws, including the 1998 Child Online Protection
 Act, which made it a crime to "make available" on
 a web site "material that is harmful to minors."

 ACLU lawyers challenged the law as too broad and a
 violation of the freedom of speech.  A federal
 judge in Philadelphia agreed and blocked
 enforcement of the law, and the U.S. Court of
 Appeals there agreed that it infringed upon the
 First Amendment.

 A second case tests the constitutionality of a
 child pornography law that extends to
 computer-generated art which portrays children
 engaged in sexual activity.

 In the past, the court has said that child
 pornography deserves no free-speech protection
 because it arises from the sexual abuse of minors.
 But in 1996, Congress expanded the definition of
 child pornography to include wholly
 "computer-generated images or pictures."

 The 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals struck down
 this part of the law as unconstitutional, saying
 that the First Amendment bars the prosecution of
 those who have sexually explicit "images of
 fictitious children."

 -----------------------------------------------------------------




 Security:
 -----------------------------------------------------------------

 _Dutch Government wants to regulate strong cryptography_

 9th October 2001

 The Dutch Government announced Friday it wants to
 regulate the public use of strong cryptography.
 The regulation of cryptography is one of the
 measures the government is proposing in its action
 plan to combat terrorism.

 The Dutch Government is launching a range of
 proposals connected with modern communication
 technologies.  One of the measures aims at the
 'regulation of strong cryptography for public
 use.'  How the government is seeking this
 'regulation' is not clear.  'This will become
 clear in the coming month,' a spokesman told.
 'We have to find some way to give intelligence
 services access to encrypted communication.'

 In the early nineties, Dutch government tried to
 restrict the use of cryptography.  A preliminary
 draft of a bill aiming to ban the private use of
 encryption was introduced in March 1994.  Anyone
 who could show that they had a legitimate reason
 to use cryptography was allowed to apply for a
 license.  Concealed within the small print was a
 clause making it compulsory to hand over the key
 to the authorities.

 -----------------------------------------------------------------




 Book review:
 -----------------------------------------------------------------

 _Lure of the Sinister_ by Gareth J Medway.

 465pp, New York University Press, 21.75

 Never mind the blurb or the contents page: it's
 the index that really gives you the feel of a
 book, and you soon know where you are with this
 one.  Under the entry for "Babies", for example,
 we find "beheaded ... cooked... cremated...
 crosses cut into... crucified..." and so on, all
 in neatly alphabetical order.  And yet on the
 relevant pages it almost invariably turns out that
 nothing really happened, outside of someone's
 fevered imagination.  Satanism, as traced through
 history by the London-based scholar Gareth Medway,
 is a nearly non-existent phenomenon.  But the
 fabrications, persecutions and witch-hunts that
 pullulate around it are all too real.

 The more rigorously Medway searches for satanism,
 the less of it he finds.  Even in 19th-century
 Paris - the place where many of us think satanism
 "really existed", as in J K Huysman's novel
 La-Bas, with its notoriously authentic Black Mass
 scene - satanism turns out to have been largely
 the invention of a journalistic fraudster named
 Leo Taxil.  The first true Black Mass for which
 there is reliable evidence seems to have been
 performed as late as 1918, in a spirit of
 ecclesiastical debauchery, by the Reverend
 Montague Summers in Hampstead.

 Mid-20th-century accounts of satanism owe a great
 deal to the distinctive occult ambience found in
 the novels of Dennis Wheatley, which percolated
 down to the likes of a Mrs Jackson of Birmingham,
 who kept the tabloids well supplied with
 unconvincing revelations.  Top people
 ("internationally famous", even) were often
 present at satanic meetings, which were described
 in the 1950s by Superintendent Fabian of the Yard.

 Fabian told his readers of a satanic temple in
 London's Lancaster Gate, complete with altar,
 black candles and inverted crucifix, all dimly lit
 by lamps burning green fat.  The police were
 powerless to intervene, not least because of the
 danger that they might themselves succumb: "Not
 even the London policeman or policewoman can
 guarantee to be immune, in an atmosphere thick
 with perfumed ether, throbbing with jungle drums
 and chants."

 This is all richly readable stuff, but the real
 meat of Medway's book is much more serious: the
 recent "satanic abuse" scares.  It was a Canadian
 husband-and-wife team - Lawrence and Michelle
 Pazder, therapist and patient respectively - who
 launched the notion of "ritualised abuse" in 1980,
 building on Michelle's alleged recollections of
 satanism in their book Michelle Remembers.  It all
 went with the now discredited craze for "recovered
 memories" of child abuse.  The combination of
 Christian fundamentalism and Oprah Winfrey-style
 psuedo-psychotherapy was hugely powerful, and
 before long there was no stopping the black
 rumour-mill.

 Stories began to circulate of women who were
 "breeders" or "brood mares", producing unrecorded
 babies and foetuses purely for satanic purposes.
 A man named Mike Warnke maintained that satanists
 carried out 2 million human sacrifices a year in
 the US alone.  After telling the tragic story of a
 little boy named Jeffy, Warnke would hand out
 envelopes to collect money "for all the children
 like Jeffy", which brought in around $800,000 in
 1991.  The year before, the Bishop of Oxford had
 told Radio 4 listeners that by the year 2000
 satanists would be sacrificing one baby per
 minute.  Another informant revealed that satanic
 MPs were carrying out human sacrifices in the
 House of Commons.

 The kitschy pleasure of these stories palls after
 a while, and you might wonder why Medway wastes
 his time airing such rubbish in detail, and
 logically refuting stories that are self-evidently
 absurd.  But there is a great deal at stake here.
 It was no laughing matter to be on the receiving
 end of this nonsense, particularly in cases where
 children were actively encouraged to confabulate.

 One famous abuse scandal took place at the
 McMartin preschool in California.  By the time the
 case collapsed it had, according to Medway, become
 the most expensive trial in American history, and
 an innocent man had spent five years in prison on
 horrifying charges that originated with the stories
 of a schizophrenic.  Meanwhile, in 1985 a teacher
 at a day centre in New Jersey was accused of, among
 other things, dressing up in black robes and
 pinning a child under a tree and a car before
 abusing him.  She received 47 years, and her
 conviction wasn't quashed until 1993.  Another
 teacher was accused of throwing children to sharks
 at his house and ritually abusing others on board
 a spaceship.  He received 12 consecutive life
 sentences, which means he has to serve 240 years
 before he is eligible for parole.

 The whole business of satanic child abuse has only
 arisen with the recent hysteria about child abuse
 in general, in a neat instance of what can only be
 called demonisation.  Medway shows that religious
 fundamentalists have done far more practical harm
 than satanists, with low-church exorcists having a
 particularly bad record.  Throughout this book,
 highly entertaining stories go hand in hand with
 far less amusing ones.  A scare story about
 demonically possessed pets (possibly purchased
 from satanist pet shops, for which we should all
 be vigilant) occurs amid reports of Christian
 exorcists gouging a woman's eyes out, holding a
 three-year-old over a fire so she could feel "the
 heat of Hell", forcing a crucifix up a girl's nose
 so it entered her brain, and hitting another
 "possessed" child around the head with a block of
 concrete.

 Part of Medway's overall point is that according
 to the legacy of the 18th-century enlightenment,
 we should expect not only witchcraft but
 witch-hunts to be on the decline.  This is
 demonstrably not the case, and he cuts deftly back
 and forth between the 16th century and the present
 day, putting together a fascinating testimony to
 the enduring power of irrational thinking in
 society.  To quote the recent words of one
 self-appointed expert: "When you've got a child or
 an adult being sexually molested by an incubus,
 then you know it's not imagination."

 In its distinctive way - altogether less
 Pulitzer-winning in style, more English, more
 eccentric, somehow more homegrown - this book is
 an occult counterpart to Ethan Watters and Richard
 Ofshe's demolition of "recovered memory sydrome"
 in their milestone study Making Monsters.  Medway
 occasionally lets himself be diverted into trivia,
 but _Lure of the Sinister_ is a sane, impressively
 researched and important study that decisively
 bangs another nail into the coffin of "satanic
 abuse".

 -----------------------------------------------------------------




 Movie note:
 -----------------------------------------------------------------

 http://frenchculture.org/cinema/releases/breillat-real.html

 "A sexual coming-of-age story made in 1975 and
 banned until last year, this is set in the French
 countryside and starring a very brave Charlotte
 Alexandra, this unflinchingly graphic film
 explores the teenage girl's real and imagined
 erotic experiences - and walks a tricky line
 between realism and voyeurism, profundity and
 porn."

 "...a mature schoolgirl who returns for her Summer
 holidays to the oppressive countryside home of her
 parents, where days are passed in dull silence, tv
 dinners and long, solitary walks.  There is the
 suggestion that her father's affections reach
 beyond paternal to incestuous, although the girl
 seems unperturbed."

 "Distracted most of the time, she fantasises about
 sex with a silent- but-strong labourer in her
 father's sawmill and exploring ways of arousing
 herself.  Many of the scenes are straight-up soft
 porn - crotch close-ups aplenty of our girl
 urinating, riding her bicycle or playing with
 herself with under the dining table.  Various
 perversions and sexual games punctutate a
 drawn-out and ponderous narrative."

 - Shown 8pm, 13/10/01, at Cine Lumiere, London
 (according to The Independent - United Kingdom;
 Oct 13, 2001).

 -----------------------------------------------------------------




 Movie/TV review:
 -----------------------------------------------------------------

 14th October 2001

 A reader writes:

 Just in case no one else does, I'll tell you about
 a showcase I saw shown on the Science Fiction
 cable channel.  The show is called "Exposure" and
 it features short films created by amateur and
 unknown artists.

 The film in question was the last showing on the
 hour-long program.  I was kind of just listening
 and watching out of the corner of my eye when I
 came upright at the mention of Jock Sturges.

 Here's the plot of the film:

 "Man answers knocking at his door in his T-shirt
 and boxer shorts.  He lets in two men who are
 plain clothes police.  They say they are there
 because they received a complaint that he has
 pictures of young girls hanging on his wall.

 Man takes them to his living room and shows them
 two framed pictures hanging on wall.  Glare
 prevented viewer (me) from seeing what picture was
 of.  Man tells the cops that these are photographs
 of the famous photographer Jock Sturges.

 He takes a hardcover book from his bookshelf and
 hands it to the cops.  They look through it while
 he explains that it is one of Jock Sturges' books
 and that he is famous and has his stuff shown in
 art galleries all over.  And that the girls are
 nudists.

 Cops ask if photos on wall are from book and he
 says no, just from same series of pictures.

 The cops ask if he knows any of the girls in the
 pictures and he says no.  The cops ask if the
 girls are his nieces or children.  He said no.
 They ask if he knows any of the girls.  He says
 no.

 Finally, the cops fold up their notebooks and say
 thanks, they think he's straightened everything up
 for them.  He asks for and the cops say they will
 send him a copy of their report.  He shows them
 out the door.

 Then goes into the kitchen, saying to himself,
 "I'm sure glad I was able to clear THAT up."  He
 opens his refrigerator and inside you can see a
 severed human head lying on a platter."

 That's the end - but it is interesting to see how
 Jock Sturges and photos of nude little girls made
 it to the Sci-fi channel.

 -----------------------------------------------------------------




 Appeal:
 -----------------------------------------------------------------

 Greetings.

 I'm just popping over from BoyChat to let you know
 about _Lifeline_.

 As many of you know and for those who don't there
 has been an ongoing project called _Lifeline_
 being worked on and developed.

 The project actually began almost a year ago.

 It was decided that it would be a good idea to
 have a suicide prevention site designed for
 child-lovers and to a certain extent loved
 children.

 The concept grew into _Lifeline_.

 There will be a physical web-site with a moderated
 chat room and an e-mail link.

 There have been a lot of people so far who have
 given of their time to make the project a reality.

 _Now Lifeline needs you._

 The site is almost ready to launch.

 We are in need of people who want to offer their
 services as counsellors to those who will visit
 lifeline in distress.

 If you think you might be interested in helping
 out with this worthwhile cause please get in touch
 with me by e-mail:

   nelly13@operamail.com

 To those who have offered your services in the
 past... please get back in touch with me if you
 are still interested.

 We are not looking for any one sort of person to
 volunteer their services.

 The main thing we are looking for is an eagerness
 to listen... a kind heart for understanding... and
 the desire to help out your friends... many of
 whom you see right here on GC.

 Training will be provided.

 Your participation can be as little or as much as
 you are able to give.

 Please give the idea your consideration... the
 service will only work if you choose to help.

 (Hugs),

 'Nelly'
 -----------------------------------------------------------------




 Good advice, lifted from BoyChat:
 -----------------------------------------------------------------

 _How NOT To Accidentally 'Out' Yourself on Message Boards,
 Mailing Lists or Chat._  Version 2.0


 Some of you, I know, have no interest in reading
 posts about security paranoia issues.  If you are
 one of those people, I suggest you skip the rest
 of this.  For anyone, like me, who finds himself
 thinking from time to time about how safe it is to
 divulge fact X or Y, here are some thoughts.

 _First: Information That Can Be More Revealing
 Than It Seems_

 I have noticed a lot of information posted from
 time to time that can be very revealing, but it
 seems to me that people are often unaware of just
 how revealing it is.  That information includes
 the following:

 1. _Birthdays and ages._ Let's suppose that you
 live in the U.S. There are close to 300,000,000 there,
 so acknowledging that does not seem like much of a
 risk, right?  Well, if you say exactly when your
 birthday is, (as in an "It's my birthday today"
 post), you limit that to only 800,000 people who
 share that birthday with you.  This is even more
 revealing than posting "I live in Pittsburgh", but
 while people who do the latter are usually
 cautioned about how much they give away, people
 who do the former are not.

 But let's go one step further.  Suppose you also
 post your exact age along with that birthday
 announcement.  Well, let's say that about 1 in 80
 people share your age.  That means that you are
 now not just one of 800,000 - you are one of
 10,000.  Factor out all of the women and you are 1
 of 5,000.  That's a pretty small pool, and this is
 *without* using any other possibly identifying
 information, which most give out freely.

 I remember one poster becoming quite angry when
 his state of residence was alluded to in a post.
 This same person also has made his date of birth
 and his age well known.  There is a degree of risk
 to each, but your age and date of birth are
 statistically more risky than posting your state
 of residence.  And doing *both* narrows you down
 to 1 of 500 in one of the largest states and 1 of
 100 in an average sized state.  Add information
 about your race that many give away by having sig
 pics, and the numbers get smaller.  Given that the
 government has the exact date of birth and age of
 all citizens in several different ways, this
 information about us could help law enforcement
 agents who choose to track us.

 2. _Your time zone._ Now this might not seem like
 a big deal, but if you have given out your birth
 date, adding your time zone information further
 limits who you are to about 1/4 as many people
 (for Americans, again) as you started with.  So
 from 1 in 5,000 you are now 1 in 1,250.

 Remember that there are inadvertent ways of
 posting your time zone.  Discussing the television
 schedule is one.  Different people see Malcolm In
 The Middle at different times, so if you are too
 specific (like "45 minutes to Malcolm!"  or
 "Malcolm just ended and ...") you will give this
 away.  Also remember that schedules (especially
 PBS) can vary from region to region.  You might
 get something on television that is only being
 shown (or only on that day) in your area.  This,
 then, goes beyond merely posting a time zone.  It
 could identify a specific city.

 Another giveaway is discussing sunrises and
 sunsets.  Once I was easily able to locate someone
 to within 100 square miles of where he lives
 simply because he posted the time that it was
 where he was and the fact that the sun had just
 set.  This was in *one* post.  Fortunately for
 this poster (or perhaps by design ... more on this
 later) some of that information was false.

 3. _The weather._ If you post that it is snowing,
 well there is publicly available weather
 information and it is only snowing in so many
 places in the world at the same time.  If you say
 that it is snowing, you also limit yourself to
 certain climates as well.  Watch my posts all
 winter and you will never see me write anything
 that tells you if I live in a tropical island in
 the Pacific or in Siberia.  Posting about weather
 can have the same effect as posting about time
 zones.  But doing both can be a compound problem
 as time zones run north/south and climates run
 east/west (roughly).  To indicate that you are in
 the eastern time zone and that it snows where you
 are makes it much more likely that you are a
 Yankee than a Southerner.

 But don't forget, posting the weather in several
 posts over long periods of time (through
 discussions of rainy days, windy days, hot days,
 cold days, etc.)  gives a data base that, when
 cross-referenced could say a lot about where you
 are.  And this is not a difficult task for anyone
 who takes the trouble to do it.

 4. _Posting about specific events._ I have read
 posts about concerts, for example.  If you say,
 "that Rolling Stones concert last night was
 great!"  then you place yourself.  Even the Stones
 only play one city each night.  To even say you
 are going to see some band in concert lets people
 know you are within reach of one of the several
 cities of the tour.  Some bands tour regionally
 and many would not justify long trips to go see
 (even if all of us could afford to do that).  So
 when you post about these kinds of events, you
 need to be aware what it tells the prying eyes.

 Sporting events would be the same, although the
 wide televising by satellite of games can make
 this safer unless you post that you actually
 attended the game.  Once a poster mentioned that
 he was going to see the local NBA team play that
 night in a post.  I emailed him to point out that
 by checking the schedule of games I now knew that
 he lived in (or just outside) one of ten cities,
 as those were the ten where games were being
 played.  If he had ever posted age, birth date,
 time zone, or weather information, the possible
 range of cities and people in those cities who he
 could be would shrink quickly.

 5. _Posting real life information._ Some (few) are
 not reluctant to post their real first name.  Even
 if it is "John", the most common name, it is not a
 name shared by even 10% of all males, so you
 reduce by 90% and more the possible people you
 might be.  You also give a very useful piece of
 information that can be used to find someone.
 Your name is an easy way to track you, even if it
 is "John".

 How about your marital status?  When I first
 posted on BC I was reluctant to say if I was
 married or not and whether or not I was a father.
 My reluctance was because of how such admissions
 narrow the pool of possible people I could be.  If
 you acknowledge your marital status remember that
 this helps eliminate people cannot be you.

 More broad information about family (number of
 children, brothers, sisters, etc.  you have) can
 also say a lot about who you are.  I have never
 posted anything about my family except that I do
 have at least one brother.  I have not even posted
 about how many (if any) brothers and sisters my YF
 has.  Don't think that you cannot be traced by
 someone finding your YF first and then you through
 him.  Another reason not to post real names of YFs
 or anything else that you should not say about
 yourself.

 Some of us have adopted children or are foster
 parents.  Governments have good records of who has
 done this.  Post the age(s) of the children and
 the noose tightens.  Post that you are single and
 that the children are boys and it gets tighter
 still (and the desire of LEOs to strangle you
 becomes stronger).

 Talking about your occupation can be a danger as
 well.  I have posted that I am a teacher.  Well,
 teachers are licensed and so there is a big list
 of all teachers in some bureaucratic office
 somewhere.  My real name is on one such list.  The
 same goes for doctors, lawyers, engineers, and
 many other professions.  Acknowledging your
 occupation can help to narrow a search for you.
 Even if you say no more than that you work in an
 office or are in retail sales.  Every bit helps
 those who are searching.

 _Second: How To Minimize The Risk_

 There are a number of ways to avoid the problems
 that potentially revealing information can pose.
 Here are a few of them.

 1. _Don't ever post any of this information._ OK,
 so I'm stating the obvious.  But the point should
 be made that what might be a momentary thought
 that you share that has no great importance to you
 over the long haul (like a post about the weather)
 could have great consequences.  If a detail might
 be revealing and is unimportant, leave it out.  I
 have scrapped more than one already written post
 because I decided that the information in it is
 too risky to post for the sake of a comment on a
 discussion I will have forgotten in a couple of
 days.

 2. _Lie._ There are a lot of details that can be
 changed harmlessly for convenience.  If you are 43
 years old for real, pretend to be 41.  If your
 birthday is October 3rd (Happy Birthday!!), wait
 until October 7th before posting, "It's my
 birthday today!".  Or wait until March.  No one
 here is going to feel betrayed if you lie about
 this stuff.  I know of *many* posters who have
 deliberately posted false information (and I have
 done it myself - often).  If simple lies help to
 keep you invisible, then they are worth doing
 every now and then.

 You can do the same with concerts, sporting events
 (by waiting many days before posting about going
 "last night"), time zones (by pretending to be in
 the central time zone if you are in the eastern
 time zone), and weather (by posting about the
 rainy day "today" a week later when the sun is
 shining).  But this requires a bit more thought
 and planning.

 3. _Be vague._ I always ask myself if what I say
 could be equally true in both India and Japan when
 time is involved.  I ask if what I post could be
 equally true in Siberia and a tropical island when
 weather is involved.  I don't try the impossible
 of never saying anything about time or weather,
 but I do build a secure bubble of possibilities
 around me as much as I can.

 4. _Keep track of potentially revealing
 information._ If someone is trying to track you
 (and if we are going to worry at all about
 security, then it is best to act as if someone
 is), a good protection is to play that game as
 well.  If you are aware of how bits of information
 in combination can identify you, keep track of
 which ones you have given away (even if it was
 only once and a long time ago - assume the
 trackers have kept good records on you) and which
 ones you have not.  Over a long period of time you
 might forget (especially passing comments about
 weather).  You should know this simply for
 self-protection.  If you see another poster reveal
 something that seems more than they might think
 they have said, email them to let them know.  We
 need to have each other's backs covered when it
 comes to security.

 _Third: Does It Really Matter, Or Is This *Too*
 Paranoid?_

 You're on your own here.  I cannot tell you
 anything specifically about why someone would
 bother to track any of us, especially if we say
 nothing that makes us sound remotely criminal
 (although acknowledging a sexual attraction to
 children *is* seen as making us all potentially
 dangerous criminals).  But there are stories of
 innocent BoyChat'ers being harassed.  For me, as
 a pedophile who is a teacher, I can imagine someone
 assuming that I am a danger just from that.  But
 also, given how so few of us post our real full
 names and given how even first names are not
 posted by many, I'd say that security *is* taken
 by most to be a serious issue.  I certainly think
 that it is, but then again, who *didn't* already
 know that?

 In the end we each need to make our own choices
 about what to say about ourselves.  I agonized for
 weeks about whether to acknowledge that I live in
 Asia or whether I should pretend to still be in
 the States.  I also agonized over whether or not
 to acknowledge being a teacher.  It was easier for
 me to decide to acknowledge that I am single and
 have no children.  But beyond these things, I
 don't see any reason to pinpoint myself to
 onlookers any more than that.  And if you read
 section 2, subsection 2 of this post carefully,
 you will know that even the information I have
 just given here and before might not all be true.

 I once wrote that if you ever see a picture of a
 boy as my sig pic, assume that it is not me.  That
 is still how I feel today.  As cute as I was
 [:-)], I have no need to share it with the eyes of
 our enemies.  So make your own choices, but make
 them carefully and with the knowledge that every
 piece of information can have consequences.

 For those of you who think that I exaggerate the
 risks, what the hell are you doing still reading
 this post?  :-)

 For those of you who share my security concerns, I
 hope this helps.

 Stay safe,

 Linus
 -----------------------------------------------------------------
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 'SaSaen' writes:
 ------------------------------------------------------------

 Things have been pretty bland here.  Until last
 week.

 About three weeks ago I bought some candy from two
 of the neighbourhood girls who were peddling candy
 to get funds for school events.  They are two
 cuties I guess to be about nine or ten years old.
 One a redhead and the other a long brown haired
 girl.  Both are showing the incipient signs of
 puberty.

 I did get a cheap thrill when the redhead spread
 out her order sheet to log my order and her
 neckline sagged allowing me to see her cute little
 lemon sized boobies.

 Since then they have twice stopped to see me.

 The first time they saw me sitting out with my pet
 and came up to talk to me.  Now these girls, they
 said they were in fourth grade, were telling me
 about their boyfriends!  And they had rings from
 them to show me.  We chatted about a lot of things
 and I let them control the conversation, not
 wanting to lead them into anything.  I had a good
 time and they stayed for about an hour, at least.
 We went in my backyard.  My garage was open and I
 had a radio playing.  They girls quite naturally
 had to scope everything out, including a few old
 Playboy fold-outs from the late sixties, and a few
 girls on motorcycles.  No porn.  The brown haired
 girl proceeded to tell me about her dad's stash of
 magazines that she knows where it is and she was
 telling the redhead how raunchy the pics were.
 Surprise, surprise.

 The next time they came to visit I wasn't even
 outside.  They knocked on the door.  I went
 outside to chat with them.  They wanted me to let
 the pet out.  I went in and came back out.  He
 didn't want to come out.  They wanted to see my
 other pet.  I went back in again and he wasn't
 around.  On the way out I picked up my digital
 camera.  I had it lying on the back step so I
 wouldn't forget to put it in the car.  I came back
 out without the pet and they asked me to get him
 and carry him to the door so they could see him.
 I gave the redhead my camera to hold and went back
 in again and again came back empty handed.
 Redhead looked at this camera and asked what it
 was.  I asked her if she could figure it out and
 she did.  Then they wanted pictures taken.  We
 took some pictures for a while and filled up the
 rinky dink memory in it.

 I told the girls to wait while I went in to dump
 the photos into my computer - I fired up the
 system and kicked in the download program for the
 camera.  Just then I heard a sound and I turned
 and the girls were right behind me!  I almost had
 a heart attack.  I told the girls they shouldn't
 be there and immediately looked around for any
 incriminating material not fit for prying eyes.  I
 didn't see any after a quick glance, although my
 computer was now up and my wallpaper has an
 interesting logo :)  If they thought anything
 about that they didn't ask.  By then the download
 was up and I dumped the photos from the camera and
 hustled the girls back down the stair and outside.

 They kept asking what was wrong and why they
 couldn't come in my house.  I explained as best as
 I could, putting emphasis on the fact that their
 parents may not like it, and no telling what any
 neighbours would think seeing them going into my
 house.

 We then took more photos.  I mean the girls took a
 bunch of pictures.  While they were doing that
 their brothers stopped by to pose for a few clown
 shots, but got bored and left.  I asked the girls
 if they had a computer I would e-mail the pictures
 to them that night.  They both had one but only
 redhead knew how to turn it on and check her mail.
 She gave me her e-mail address.

 That night I looked through all the pics.  I had
 about fifty.  I picked out about eight to send to
 redhead.  As a test I sent one.  Late that night I
 got a message from her server saying mail could
 not be delivered because recipient is not set up
 to receive images or embedded images.  I thought
 that made sense after I thought about it a minute.
 I e-mailed her back with a note to her parents (I
 know them) to take the block off long enough for
 me to send the pictures we took.  That was all on
 Sunday evening.

 Monday nothing.  Tuesday nothing.  Until late
 evening.  In fact, it was early Wednesday I
 checked my e-mail and I had a message from
 redhead.  She said she got her brother to fix the
 computer so send the pics.  I did.

 Wednesday I'm sitting on my porch with my pet
 again.  I see brownhair outside in her yard and
 yelled a greeting.  She ignored me.  Later redhead
 walks past my house, on opposite side of street
 till she gets to brown hair and then crossed over
 to her house.  Ignore me.  What's going on, I
 thought.  Then the girls did the same, crossed
 street in front of brown hairs and passed my house
 on opposite side ignoring me.  Hmmm, I thought.

 Then a police car stops in front of brown hair's
 house and the officer goes to door and he's let
 inside.  Five minutes later a second police car
 shows up and officer goes inside.  Hmmmm, I think.
 Meanwhile, doors all up and down street are
 opening and heads are peering out.

 The next day about 8pm my next door neighbour
 contacts me.  She wants to know what was going on
 with me and some little girls from the
 neighbourhood.  Her son, who is about 23, was at
 redhead's house visiting his friend from school
 days who was visiting his mom.  While he was there
 he overheard redhead's mom and dad talking about
 me.  Why was I taking pictures of the girls?  Why
 did I ask them to bend over?  What was I up to?

 I began to get a real sick sinking feeling.  I
 can't even describe it.  I felt the beginning of
 panic.  I immediately called redhead's mom.  I was
 on phone with her about fifteen minutes letting
 her know what happened and asking any questions
 she had.  She did not let me know much but did ask
 a few questions.  I thought maybe some of what I
 was saying may not have agreed with what she heard
 from darling daughter.

 Toward the end of the conversation I began to get
 a more desperate feeling.  I asked if the police
 cars in front of brown hair's house had anything
 to do with this situation.  She tap danced around
 that, saying the lady there is friends with a few
 police men.  I ended the conversation not knowing
 if I'd cleared anything up or not.  And having a
 bad feeling about this situation.

 I called my neighbour next door to let her know
 how my conversation went.  She said she would call
 the mother of red hair and see if she would call
 mother of brown hair and try to put this to rest.
 I asked my neighbour to impress upon her how upset
 I was at this.

 About an hour and a half later my neighbour called
 back to let me know how the conversation went.
 She started by saying that yes, the police were
 called for me and because of me.

 I hate to admit this but I did panic then.  I had
 visions of storm troopers bashing my door down at
 5am with a search warrant for "suspicious items."
 When my neighbour called I was in front of my
 computer.  As soon as she told me about the police
 being for me I began deleting files and folders.

 My neighbour was telling me that Red Hair's Mother
 got called from Brown Hairs Mother wanting to know
 about me and why I was photographing their girl.
 Evidently red hair hadn't said anything to her
 folks about her trips to visit me so that was what
 got the whole line of questioning going.  RHM
 agreed with my neighbour that if BHM wanted to
 know about me she could have asked numerous
 neighbours who've known me for decades.  RHM told
 my neighbour that the police asked BHM if she
 wanted to file a complaint.  According to RHM BHM
 declined to file a formal complaint, telling the
 police that maybe I was just trying to be nice and
 so they didn't file a complaint.  RHM did say she
 would contact BHR and try to alleviate the
 situation.

 So there isn't (I hope) a formal complaint against
 me for whatever it is someone thought I was doing
 wrong.  But there is some sort of report on file.
 The officers had to file some sort of paperwork to
 account for their visit to BHM.

 I've since found out the brown hair's family is
 less than the moral pillars they present by
 calling the police over something their daughter
 might be doing at my house.

 Brown hair has a 17 year old sister living with
 her who has a child.  Neighbours frequently hear
 screaming and yelling coming from the house, some
 of which is obscene.  One neighbour reported
 hearing the younger girl, brown hair, crying for
 her mother for over an hour at around 2am in the
 morning.  And I already told you about brown hair
 finding her father's stash of magazines.  Oh, yes,
 red hair doesn't have a lot of moral examples to
 look up to.  Both of her older brothers and her
 older sister have kids and are not married.  Her
 youngest brother is only 16!

 I can't believe I panicked like I did.  But the
 news accounts of people's lives which have been
 ruined by accusations like this all came back to
 me.  Everything I deleted I can get again from the
 internet.

 Meanwhile, the two girls?  Don't know.  Halloween
 is coming up and it will be interesting to see if
 they stop by.

 'SaSaen'
 ----------------------------------------------------------




 'Sara' writes:
 ----------------------------------------------------------

 Hi

 I'm a young female from Sweden.  I have grown up
 having sexual relations with adults.  Can I post
 in this newsletter?  I can also answer questions
 related to love between children and adults.

 Love,

 'Sara'
 ----------------------------------------------------------

   [ Yes, of course.  We're always happy to hear of women
     who had loving adult-girl relationships. ]



 'Frans' writes:
 ----------------------------------------------------------

 'Ian' asked:
 > I heard that Open Forum is a sexuality journal from Greece
 >sometimes dealing with issues of interest; can someone
 >please inform if they are still around and what the contacts
 >are for it?

 'Ianthe' advised:
 >  [ Try looking on - http://www.ipce.org/ ]

 The Greek IPCE member has already sought this, but could
 not find it.

 --

 Don't "blame the messenger for the message"... The
 gentleman who used to post here as "Buitenlander"
 supposedly has committed suicide.  We suppose that
 this was his last message, sent to the DPA, of
 which he was a member...

 >>>
 i don't have much time as i'm in the library and
 prying eyes may be watching.  i've been released
 on bail from her majesty's boys in blue who are
 investigating a relationship i had a few years
 ago.  i'm not denying anything happened, which it
 did, but the burden of proof to prove a loving and
 mutually consenting relationship exists between a
 man of my age and a person of her age is such that
 no-one in this world will believe me.  in the
 light of the long prison term looming for me, the
 possibility of other shit being unearthed, the
 certainty of involving other people i either do
 not want involved or i may hurt during any trial,
 and the unacceptable conditions for me when i get
 inside, i will be killing myself over the weekend.
 with a reasonable grounding in pharmacology behind
 me i know some very painless and quick ways of
 doing this.  quite a big adventure really, and
 exciting in a way.  we come and go to this grotty
 little planet, and all we leave is dirt in our
 wake.
 <<<

 --

 Forwarded by 'Frans'
 ----------------------------------------------------------




 'Sanctuary' writes:
 ----------------------------------------------------------

 I'm so glad you're back!  I have missed you all.
 Girl Chat is so hard to follow.  How was your
 summer?  Mine was relatively uneventful.  I found
 an IRC room, but don't trust IRC.  The only
 significant event was meeting some again whom I
 hadn't seen in 30 years!  I will be visiting her
 next week.  Talk to you all later.

 'Sanctuary'
 ----------------------------------------------------------



 'Brian' writes:
 ------------------------------------------------------

 God, am I upset about the events in the US on
 September 11th, especially when I heard reports of
 things like, Kids in New York wondering why
 neither of their parents came home from work that
 night.  Recently I visited that country and can't
 imagine why anyone would want to wreak havoc in
 that beautiful place.

 On Saturday I watched "A.I." in our local cinema,
 and it provoked mixed feelings in me.  Apart from
 overall being total crap (IMHO), it had some
 powerful themes about love and abandonment.  I had
 to laugh when the producers included an ethical
 discussion along the lines of "Okay, we can
 program a robot child to love, but will the human
 parent be required to love in return?"  If I'd had
 anonymous input into that one, I'd have loved to
 add "Should pedophiles be allowed to own the
 female version of the robot child?"  and watch
 them discuss the ethics of that one.  (Grin!)

 'Brian'
 ------------------------------------------------------





 'Dalderious' writes:
 ----------------------------------------------------------

 'Ian' wrote:
 > Anyone love the new Fox Family Channel show States
 > of Grace as much as me?  You know it's nice to see a
 > positive feel good show  with a girl especially when
 > it centers on 2 cute girls! I wish  they made a new
 > show every or every other week; it sucks that
 > after like 2 or 2 1/2 months only they will air the
 > season finally on next Monday! :(

 As much as you?  I bet I like it *more* than you.
 It is a very good show.  I like all the
 characters.  I must say, however, that I do have a
 bit of a crush on Mae Whitman (plays Grace McKee).
 She's a bit old (already 12!)  but I like her
 anyway.  She's got those things on her chest, but
 on the show they hide it for the most part.

 If anyone wants to see about it, the website is:
 http://www.FoxFamilyChannel.com   Apparently,
 they like the show too, so its real easy to find.

 --

 Yes, it's been a while since ASGL-L has graced my
 screen.  One wonders how to weather these summer
 months without it.  But we manage.  I hope people
 have many memories to share.  We had a slow run
 before Ianthe's vacation, and I hope it does not
 continue to be slow on ASGL-L.

 'Dalderious'
 ----------------------------------------------------------





 'Starchild' writes:
 ----------------------------------------------------------

 Hi freedom lovers,

 I found this material in a larger study on
 adult-child sexual relations (well worth looking
 at in its own right!) online at
 http://home.t-online.de/home/Ilja.Schmelzer/Rind/
 Rind1998.html.  The remarks were delivered to a Dutch
 audience when the study was made public at a
 conference in the Netherlands in 1998.  The role
 of Janet Reno caught my eye, particularly as she
 is now running for governor of Florida.  I hope
 the Libertarian Party puts up a candidate against
 her who is prepared to give the public a good,
 hard look into this woman's past.

 --

 One day in 1989, as he was preparing to go to work
 dressed up in his Burger King uniform, Bobby
 Fijnje - a Dutch citizen - was arrested at his
 home in southern Florida, accused of molesting and
 abusing in Satanic rituals young children for whom
 he baby-sat.  What makes this case remarkable is
 that Bobby was only 14-years-old at the time - and
 a youngish 14-year-old at that, as revealed in
 photos of him at that age.  In other words, Bobby
 was just a boy.  Despite this, the police, the
 media, and prosecutors showed him no mercy.  As
 Bobby later recounted, his arresting officer,
 Detective Martinez, told him as he was being
 escorted to the squad car, "Before I knew you, I
 knew you were guilty.  But now that I see you, I
 definitely know that you're guilty."

 The media barrage attacking Bobby was unceasing.
 Soon the media were telling viewers that Bobby's
 parents were members of an international
 pornography ring and that Bobby had been leading
 children in ghastly rituals, which involved
 cooking and devouring a baby.  Prosecutors charged
 him as an adult, meaning that if he were convicted
 on just one of the seven charges against him, he
 would be sentenced to life in a maximum security
 prison, never eligible for parole.  During the
 trial, prosecutors tried their best to make a
 monster of the boy.  Their dogged determination to
 ensure that this boy would die of old age in
 prison is amply shown by the fact that they spent
 3 million dollars on this trial, making it
 Florida's most expensive criminal trial ever.

 In the end, after spending nearly two years in
 jail, and after enduring a trial that lasted 3
 months, Bobby was acquitted of all charges.
 Crucial to this outcome was the testimony of Dr.
 Stephen Ceci, a Cornell University developmental
 psychologist, who did ground-breaking research
 demonstrating how overzealous questioners can
 implant false memories in children, thereby
 eliciting false accusations of abuse.  His
 research since has formed the basis for reversing
 numerous child abuse convictions involving daycare
 workers around the U.S.

 Responsible for this merciless assault on Bobby
 was Janet Reno, the chief prosecutor in southern
 Florida then.  She was a self-styled crusader for
 children, who was especially concerned to
 prosecute sex abuse cases, believing sex abuse to
 be the ultimate evil and believing that children
 never lie about sex abuse.  Her "Miami method," as
 it came to be called and emulated by prosecutors
 around the country, involved the kind of
 aggressive interviewing used in the McMartin case.
 Reno's method, however, was more apt to plant
 "ominous seeds in the minds of children," as a
 recent New York Times article was entitled, than
 to elicit veridical memories.

 Reno personally oversaw Bobby Fijnje's
 prosecution.  When the jury reached a verdict,
 Bobby had to wait a nerve-racking two and a half
 hours to hear it so that Reno could be present in
 the courtroom, presumably to take the credit for
 his conviction.  Thanks to Ceci's testimony
 showing how the "child abuse experts" had
 corrupted the children's testimonies, Reno's trip
 to the courthouse that day was wasted.  In a
 recent interview with Bobby (who is now in his
 20s) shown on American television in October this
 year, Bobby was asked what he would say to Reno
 today, if he had the chance to speak with her.
 His answer was:

 Why did you spend so much money trying to convict
 a 14-year-old kid?  Why even try to place a kid
 who's 14 in a maximum security prison?  Why would
 you even think of doing something like that, if
 you're a crusader for children?

 Reno has never apologized for this aggressive
 prosecution, or even acknowledged that it was
 improper in any way.  Her reward for her
 inquisitorial zeal was to become U.S. Attorney
 General, the highest ranking law enforcement
 official in America.  One month after taking this
 office in 1993, Reno ordered a tank and tear gas
 attack on a religious commune near Waco, Texas,
 after hearing from the FBI that sex between adults
 and under-aged girls was occurring.  All these
 girls, as well as all the other cult members, died
 in this attack.  In the end, by the way, it turned
 out that these FBI reports of abuse were
 unfounded.  Reno's zeal to "save" the children yet
 again produced disaster.

 ----------------------------------------------------------





 --
 ASGL-L

